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1. INTRODUCTION 

The term ontology has been adopted from two Greek words: on which means “being,” and logia, where it is defined as the 
“theory of existence”. Ontology is a backbone technology for semantic web [1]. 

There are various type of user available in the world some of them are educated and some are not. All are different in behavior 

about a particular thing in different environment. Our main focus is on the user acceptance, behavior metrics and tool 

performance of ontology. We had conducted a survey of 100 people on some open source ontology tools and developed 

ontology which is available freely to use. We analyze the following factors. 

 

1.1 Interface of Tool 

The tool available should be simple in interaction with the user. Some tools which provide good functionality to construct 

ontology but having poor interface has been dislike by the user who are the first time user of ontology. Those people who are 

aware to the term ontology and having little bit knowledge about the tools will accept for ontology construction. 

 

1.2 Language Acceptance 
Language accepted by the tool is big factor of user acceptance. The tool should accept multi languages like English, French, 

Hindi etc some tools which accept only few languages are dislike by the user because everyone feels comfortable in his 

mother tongue or the language he is familiar with that.  

 

1.3 Cost 

Cost is a comparative factor for ontology user. Everyone wants more at less cost. Users compare the cost of present tools and 

their functionality of tools available. If a tool is available at less cost then it will be used by the more number of people.  

 

1.4 Technology used 

Technology is the backbone of research. It is the main pillar of implementing the creative ideas.  This factor affects that user 

who is the developer. Organization checks the technology used of the tools in which it is developed. The general people does 
not check what technology is to be used 

 

1.5 Nature of Ontology 

People are interested to know the nature of ontology. As young generation shows interest in the present database like social 

media, creative ideas, games etc.  
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1.6 Domain & Scope 

Domain and scope is the important behavior metrics of ontology. It measures the future cost of ontology with respect to the 

present cost of ontology. 

 
1.7 Tools Available 

There are various software tools available to develop ontology. Many ontology tool could be found on internet like protégé, 

top braid composer (all three editions available for trail), SWOOP, Neon toolkit etc. are used by many people to develop 

ontology. 

 

1.8 Reliability 

The first question arises when we discuss about the ontology is that How much a tool is reliable for the user? It measures the 

present value of the ontology with the other available ontology. It highly depends on the performance of ontology like   query 

answering, data storing method, output format, response, Security level etc. 

 

1.9 Functionality of tools 
When we discuss about the functionality of tool the following question arises 

Is it possible to modify the data in ontology?  

The related functionality with the other tools available at the same cost or not?  

 

 
 

The graph shows the group of different people who are the user of the ontology. 
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2. RELATED WORK 

Comparative analysis of different ontology tools is not a new work, lots of work has been done in this field using different 

criteria of comparison. As in [2] author performed a survey on ontology construction tools in which they briefly explained the 
different tools and finally compared the features of different tools. Author of [5] explained gave detail about different ontology 

development tool and give the methodological support according to the features of the tool. Author of [6] performed a survey 

on web ontology editing tools and gives the comparative case study of ontology tools according to their feasible needs of 

development. Author of [7] give the detail features of ontology schema and layered architecture with their features. Author of 

[8] performed comparison of ontology tools based on ontology language, formalism, & their features. Author of [9] give the 

description of ontology tools, their needs & comparative study on   re-engineering of ontology tools. Authors of [10] 

performed the comparison of tools based on experience of different group of person and their experince of using the tools. 

 

3. COMPARISON  OF  DIFFERENT TOOL AVAILABLE TO DEVELOP ONTOLOGY 

Features Apollo Topbraid 

composer 

Protégé Swoop NeOn 

Toolkit 

Text2Onto 

Availability Free License for 

SE & Me 

Free Free Free Free 

Implemented 

in 

Java Java Java Java Java Eclipse Java 

Import format OCML, 

CLOS 

RDBMS, 

OWL, 

RDF(S) 

XML, 

RDF(S), XML 

schema 

OWL, RDF, 

XML, TEXT, 

OIL, DAML 

RDFS, OWL RDF(S), 

OWL 

Export Format OCML, 

CLOS, 

META, 

RDF, XML 

OWL, 

RDF(S), 

XML 

XML, 

RDF(S), XML 

schema, 

FLogic, 

CLISP, Java, 

HTML 

RDF(S), OIL, 

DAML 

RDFS, OWL OWL, 

RDF(S), 

F-logic 

Inference 

Engine 

No WOL,  

OWLIM, 

JENA, 

PELLET, 

Oracle rules 
& SPARQL 

Rules 

FaCT No Yes 

Pellet2, 

Hermit, 

Ontobroker 

Yes 
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Exception 

Handling 

No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Only 

Writing 

Mistake 

Software 

Architecture 

Standalone Standalone 

Eclipse 

plug-in 

Standalone 

Client/Server 

Web-based & 

Client/Server 

Standalone Stanalone 

& 

Via Plug-in 

Backup 
Management 

No Yes No No Yes Yes 

Querying Yes Yes Yes No Yes Y/N 

Indian 

Language 

Support 

No No No No No No 

Versioning Y/N Y/N Y/N YES YES Y/N 

Merging No Y/N Via 

ANCHOR-

plugin 

No Yes Y/N 

Ontology 

Storage 

Files DBMS Files & 

DBMS 

(JDBC) 

As HTML 

Models 

Files Files 

Multi User No Yes 

Except Free 

Edition 

Limited 

(multiuser 

capability 

added to it in 

2.0 version) 

Yes Yes 

Limited 

Yes 

Web support No Yes 

Except free 
Edition 

Via protégé 

OWL plug-in 

Yes Yes Yes 

Via 
KAOON 

portal 

Internal Web 

Browser 

No Yes No Yes 

(Standard web 

browser  

Only for  

Ontology) 

Yes No 
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